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Some Considerations in the Conduct of
Agricultural Research
by Edgar L. Kendrick*
In the stated objectives of this conference on Cotton
and Grain Dusts, I note you will make recommendations
for future research that will promote and enhance sci-
entific interactions; and, also, you will highlight local
available expertise and facilities for future research in
thisimportantoccupationalhealth area. Theseobjectives
bring to mymind two points which I think are important
for all of us to consider seriously in the future conduct of
our research.
The first thought I will discuss is: improving oppor-
tunities for public and private sector collaboration in the
solution of agriculture's highest priority problems. Cer-
tainly, the problems associated with cotton and grain
dusts are inthat category. The second thoughtis: closing
the gap between science and the public process. Again,
I believe some discussion ofthis thought is pertinent be-
cause ofthe very audible public concern about these par-
ticular agricultural problems.
At a recent Secretary's Challenge Forum in Washing-
ton, DC, the Secretary ofAgriculture, John Block, chal-
lenged invited participants from the public and private
sectors todevelop a newpartnership towardsfinding new
uses for farm products. Among things discussed were
changes in laws and regulations which will encourage
agricultural development and ways in which we could
work together in a partnership for the benefit of the
farmer and the consumer. I served as a facilitator for one
ofthe work groups at this forum, and one point I heard
over and over was-if this is going to be a productive
partnership-the public sector scientists (state and fed-
eral) have got to form a closer linkage with the private
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sector. This is more important than ever because ofthe
rapidly advancing high-tech industries. The industry
representatives stressed that this close linkage was nec-
essary in order for the public sector scientists to under-
stand what the real and highest priority problems were
fromthe industryperspective. Withthis kind oflinkage,
it was felt that the public sector research would then be
more relevant to the solution of problems that will lead
to new and/or improved products, as well as to solutions
of some of our barrier problems in agriculture. I would
quickly add that the public research sector must change
some ofitsthinking, rules, andregulations topermit and
encourage these closer linkages. It can be done.
Last week I was privileged to sit in on a discussion of
a proposed state university/industrial affiliate program
in plant molecular genetics and biochemistry The na-
tional Science Foundation has a grants program to en-
courage and partially support the start-up costs ofsuch
ventures. Such efforts will result in greater cooperative
efforts between the two university campuses and with
industry, increased industrial support for university
basic research, increased job opportunities for students
of the two campuses, and more rapid transfer of tech-
nology into application. There is no reason federal re-
search scientists and laboratories cannot also join in on
such ventures.
It seems to me that this kind ofprogram is providing
the very kind of public/private research linkages dis-
cussedattherecentSecretary'sChallengeForum. Think
about such needs and possible opportunities as you pro-
ceed in this conference.
Regardingmy second point-closing the gap between
science and the public process-we are all well aware of
the sensitivities and concern over cotton and grain dust
problems. The public is and has been very much involved
in the issues raised bythese dustproblems. What I wish
to say to you on this point is taken almost entirely from
an article by Daniel Yankelovich, in the first "Issues In6 E. L. KENDRICK
Science and Technology,' published bythe National Acad-
emy of Science. He states (1), "In scientific circles, it is
always assumed that the public and society at large must
catch up with science and technology. Little is said about
what science must learn about the public. In the late
sixties and early seventies, there was a sharp reaction
against science and technology. Pollution and destruction
of the environment came to be associated with the sci-
entific-technological enterprise. In the 1980's there is no
longer a widespread perception ofscience and technology
as opposed to nature. In fact, science is now seen as a
means ofrevealing the wonders of nature'
"Scientistshavegenerallysaidtothenonscientists: 'Let
us alone to do our own work in our way. Support us and
give us the resources we need. Have patience and faith.
Do not demand quick utilitarian payoffs. Do these things
and you will be amply rewarded: This social contract has
worked pretty well and allowed scientists to pursue long-
termfundamental questions and build slowly onthe basis
of its new knowledge. But this same social contract is
responsible for the widening disparity between the so-
phistication of our science and the relatively primitive
stateofoursocialandpoliticalrelationships' Yankelovich
goes on to say, "as this gap between our successes in
science and technology and our failures in resolving hu-
man problems becomes more obvious, the pressure will
grow to revise the old social contract:'
"Science in its institutional forms can and must join
the debate as social-political entities, concerned with the
health ofthe larger society This will require upgrading
the political literacy of scientists as a prerequisite for
two-waycommunication. Therearemanypressurepoints
where such a process ofgive-and-take is needed, e.g., in
sensitive environmental issues such as toxic waste dis-
posal and acid rain, or calculation of risks in the use of
chemicals in agriculture and foods. Gene splicing and
other marvels ofbiotechnology are exciting to scientists
but raise fears of unknown consequences in some quar-
ters:"
"Scientists are under-represented in the public policy
arena, even though their contribution may often be crit-
ical to sound policy making:"
Because ofmy own recent involvement in the arena of
biotechnology safety and regulation, I wholeheartedly
agree with DanielYankelovichthatwe need inthispublic
policy arena those capable ofdoingfirst-rate science who
also have an ability to move easily between the world of
science and the world of politics and commerce.
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